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Remarks 



Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 1-87 are pending in the application, 
with claims 1, 15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84, and 86 being the independent claims. Claims 1, 3, 5, 
11, and 75 are sought to be amended. These changes are believed to introduce no new 
matter, and their entry is respectfully requested. 

Based on the above amendment and the following remarks, Applicant respectfully 
requests that the Examiner reconsider all outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. 

Entry Under 37 C.F.R. § 1.116 

Applicant requests that the present Amendment and Reply be entered under 37 C.F.R. 
§ 1.116. The proposed amendments are minor or formal in nature and, in light of the 
Examiner's familiarity with the patent application, the cited references, and the prior 
submitted amendments and remarks, do not add significant new issues that would require 
further search or consideration. Applicant submits that the proposed amendments place the 
patent application in condition for allowance. Alternatively, without conceding that the 
proposed amendments do not place the patent application in condition for allowance, the 
proposed amendments place the patent application in a better form for appeal. 
Double Patenting 

Paragraph 3 of the Final Office Action rejects claims 1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84, and 
86 on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable 
over claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 7,321,965. Applicant has filed herewith a Terminal 
Disclaimer to Obviate a Provisional Double Patenting Rejection Over a "Prior" Patent with 
respect to U.S. Patent No. 7,321,965 to overcome the rejection. 
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Enter and Shimada 

Paragraph 5 of the Final Office Action rejects claims 1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84, and 
86 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,675,129 
to Emer et al ("Emer") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,687,812 to Shimada ("Shimada"). For at 
least the following reasons, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the rejection. 

Independent claim 1 recites: 

A multi-threading processor mechanism, comprising: 

a data storage device configured to store a parameter ; and 

an instruction disposed within a program thread, the instruction 

configured to de-schedule the program thread, to deallocate the program 

thread, and to reschedule the program thread to resume execution, and the 

instruction enabled to access the parameter; 

wherein, when a portion of the parameter equals a first value , the 

instruction reschedules the program thread to resume execution in accordance 

with one or more conditions encoded within the parameter . 

(Emphasis added.) 

In paragraph 6 of the Final Office Action, the Examiner concedes: 

Emer does not specifically teach that the instruction may also be configured to 
de-schedule the program thread, to deallocate the program thread and to 
reschedule the program thread to resume execution and wherein, when the 
parameter equals a first value the instruction reschedules the program thread to 
resume execution in accordance with one or more conditions encoded within 
the parameter. 

However, further in paragraph 6, the Examiner contends: 

Shimada teaches that the instruction may also be configured to de-schedule the 
program thread, to deallocate the program thread and to reschedule the 
program thread to resume execution and wherein, when the parameter equals a 
first value the instruction reschedules the program thread to resume execution 
in accordance with one or more conditions encoded within the parameter for 
the purpose of allowing further options for the thread as to what it should do 
under various circumstances (Column 14, lines 6-16, lines 22-30, 44-51). 
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(Emphasis added.) 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. In particular, Applicant respectfully submits 
Shimada neither teaches nor suggests at least, "wherein, when a portion of the parameter 
equals a first value, the instruction reschedules the program thread to resume execution in 
accordance with one or more conditions encoded within the parameter" as recited in claim 1 . 

From the Final Office Action, it appears the Examiner equates "the history 
information of the fork instruction that is held in the predicting section 42" disclosed in 
Shimada with "a data storage device configured to store a parameter" as recited in claim 1 of 
the present patent application. However, Applicant respectfully submits, the value of "the 
history information of the fork instruction that is held in the predicting section 42" (e.g, "the 
parameter") is not considered to determine whether or not "the thread-end-conditioned 
thread-end instruction" (e.g, "the instruction") "reschedules the program thread to resume 
execution" and therefore Shimada neither teaches nor suggests at least "wherein, when a 
portion of the parameter equals a first value, the instruction reschedules the program thread to 
resume execution in accordance with one or more conditions encoded within the parameter" 
as recited in claim 1 . 

Instead, as described in Shimada, the disclosed value of "the history information of 

the fork instruction that is held in the predicting section 42" is used by predicting section 42 

to "predict [] whether or not the thread-end-conditioned thread-end instruction will terminate 

a thread. . . ." {See Shimada from 13:65 to 14:5.) If, for example, the value of "the history 

information of the fork instruction that is held in the predicting section 42" results in a 

prediction that the thread-end-conditioned thread end instruction will end the thread, "the 

thread-end-instruction predicting section 42 sends information indicating the termination of 
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the thread to the instruction executing section 15 (step S58)." {See Shimada at 14:6-1 1.) The 
thread-end-conditioned thread end instruction is then executed, and a determination made as 
to the whether the prediction that the thread would terminate is correct. {See Shimada at 
14:19-21.) Based on this determination of the correctness of the prediction that the thread- 
end-conditioned thread end instruction would terminate the thread, the thread may be 
restarted. {See Shimada at 14:30-36, "[w]hen the decision result in step S60 is a 'failure', it 
means that the prediction that 'the thread will be terminated 1 has ended in failure. In this case, 
stopping the fetching of subsequent instructions is released and the instruction executing 
section 15 sends the address of a subsequent instruction to the PC register 11 via the bus B." 
(Emphasis added.)) 

Based on the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that whether to restart a thread 
in Shimada is based not on the value of "the history information of the fork instruction that is 
held in the predicting section 42," but on the correctness of the prediction. Because 
Shimada's restart decision is not based on the value of "the history information of the fork 
instruction that is held in the predicting section 42," Applicant respectfully asserts that 
Shimada does not teach or suggest at least, "wherein, when a portion of the parameter equals 
a first value, the instruction reschedules the program thread to resume execution in 
accordance with one or more conditions encoded within the parameter " as recited in claim 1 . 
Because paragraph 6 of the Final Office Action concedes Emer does not disclose at least 
these features of claim 1, Applicant respectfully submits the combination of Emer and 
Shimada does not render claim 1 obvious. 

For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits claim 1 is patentable over 
Emer and Shimada. Furthermore, claim 15 recites, in part, "issuing an instruction that 
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accesses, from a data storage device, a portion of a record that encodes one or more 
parameters associated with one or more conditions under which the one of the plurality of 
threads is or is not to be rescheduled to resume execution[;]" claim 29 recites, in part, 
"wherein the data storage device is configured to be accessed by an instruction disposed 
within a first thread and to store a record, wherein at least a portion of the record encodes one 
or more parameters associated with one or more conditions under which the first thread is or 
is not to be rescheduled[;] M claim 42 recites, in part, "a portion of a record in a data storage 
device, wherein the portion of the record is configured to encode one or more parameters 
associated with one or more conditions under which a thread is or is not to be rescheduled[;]" 
claim 56 recites, in part, "to access a parameter in a portion of a record in a data storage 
device wherein conditions for deallocation or rescheduling are associated with the 
parameter[;]" claim 75 recites, in part, "a first program code segment for generating a portion 
of a record in a data storage device encoding one or more parameters associated with one or 
more conditions under which the thread is or is not to be rescheduled[;] ft claim 76 recites, in 
part, "executing an instruction that accesses a parameter related to thread scheduling . . . 
deallocating the program thread in response to the instruction when the parameter equals a 
first value[;]" claim 84 recites, in part, "executing an instruction that accesses a parameter 
related to thread scheduling . . . suspending the program thread from execution in response to 
the instruction when the parameter equals a first value[;]" and claim 86 recites, in part, 
"executing an instruction that accesses a parameter related to thread scheduling . . . 
rescheduling the program thread in response to the instruction when the parameter equals a 
first value." For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits each of claims 15, 29, 
42, 56, 75, 76, 84, and 86 is also patentable over Emer and Shimada. Accordingly, Applicant 
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respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 1,15, 

29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84, and 86 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Emer and 

Shimada set forth in paragraph 5 of the Final Office Action. 

Emer, Shimada, and Dupree 

Paragraph 7 of the Final Office Action rejects claims 2-14, 16-28, 30-41, 43-55, 57- 
64-74, 77-85, and 87 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Emer in 
view of Shimada in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,949,994 to Dupree et al. ("Dupree"). For at 
least the following reasons, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the rejection. 

As explained above, Applicant respectfully submits claims 1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 
and 86 are patentable over Emer and Shimada. Applicant respectfully submits that Dupree 
does not overcome the deficiencies of Emer and Shimada. Claims 2-14, 16-28, 30-41, 43-55, 
57-74, 77-83, and 87 depend from claims 1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, or 86 and are therefore 
also patentable over Emer, Shimada, and Dupree. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 2-14, 16-28, 30- 
41, 43-55, 57-74, 77-83, and 87 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Emer, 
Shimada, and Dupree set forth in paragraph 7 of the Final Office Action. 

Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed. Applicant 
therefore respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding 
rejections and that they be withdrawn. Applicant believes that a full and complete reply has 
been made to the outstanding Final Office Action and, as such, the present patent application 
is in condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal 
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communication will expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to 
telephone the undersigned at the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox p.l.l.c. 



Timothy A. poyle ' 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 51,262 



Date: 



1 100 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3934 
(202) 371-2600 
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